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Minutes of the Meeting
Arts and Sciences Faculty
January 29, 2004
Members Present: B. Allen, M. Anderson, G. Barreneche, E. Blossey, A Blumenthal, W. Boles,
R. Bommelje, D. Boniface, R. Bornstein, W. Brandon, J. Burris, S. Carnahan, A. Carpan, S.
Carrier, B. Carson, R. Carson, R. Casey, D. Charles, M. Cheng, G. Child, J. Child, E. Cohen, D.
Cohen, G. Cook, D. Crozier, J. Davison, R. Diaz-Zambrana, S. Easton, J. Eck, H. Edge, D. EngWilmot, E. Friedland, B. Galperin, G. Gardner, S. Geisz, J. Gorman, E. Gregory, D. Griffin, M.
Gunter, D. Hargrove, P. Harris, J. Henton, J. Hewit, J. Houston, G. Howell, M. Hunt, R. James, P.
Jarnigan, D. Jones, J. Jones, S. Klemann, S. Lackman, C. Lauer, L. Laws, E. LeRoy, R. Levis, S.
Libby, R. Lima, D. Mays, E. McClellan, C. Mclnnis-Bowers, M. Mesavage, G. Meyers, A. Moe,
T. Moore, R. Moore, J. Morrison, L. Musgrave, S. Neilson, E. Nordstrom, K. Norsworthy, M.
O'Sullivan, T. Ouellette, T. Papay, S. Phelan, A. Prieto-Calixto, J. Puhalla, J. Queen, R. Ray, P.
Roach, D. Rogers, A. Rosenthal, S. Rubarth, M. Sardy, J. Schmalstig, J. Schultz, R. Simmons, J.
Sinclair, A. Skelley, J. Small, P. Stephenson, W. Svitavsky, K. Taylor, L. Tillman-Healy, G.
Williams, Y. Yao, J. Yellen.
Guests: L. Lloyd, T. Holbrook
I.

Call to ·Order: Yehudit Greenberg called the meeting to order at 1: 10, following the AllCollege Faculty Meeting.

II.

Approval of the Minutes: The minutes from the December 4, 2003 , meeting were
approved as distributed.

III.

Update on Presidential Search (L. Laws): The committee is in the stage where they are
checking references. In a few weeks the committee will meet for three days in an
undisclosed location, to interview 15 candidates. After those meeting, the search
committee will try to choose top three candidates and then make a recommendation to the
Board of Trustees.
O'Sullivan: Has a forum been scheduled for the faculty to question the candidate?
J. Davison: Even though we've been told that this is impossible, Florida Southern is
bringing their top three candidates to campus. Can you submit to the faculty a list that
should be asked of the candidates?
Bornstein pointed out that there are no faculty on the Florida Southern Search Committee
and that faculty seem to be out of the process so far.
Couch noted that the committee has questions they asked potential candidates as faculty
representatives. She pointed out that the committee has had a fruitful meeting with the
Diversity Committee, and they would be happy to meet with other smaller committees.

IV.

Professional Standards Committee (J. Schmalstig): Schmalstig proposed a procedure for
evaluation of tenured faculty:

[Proposed changes to Article VIII, Section F: new words in bold, and words that would be
deleted are (in parenthesis and underlined.)]
Article VIII: Faculty Evaluations
F. EVALUATION OF TENURED FACULTY

The Department Evaluation Committees, with the support of the appropriate Dean or
Director, are charged with the responsibilities of encouraging improved teaching and
professional development for all members of the faculty. Tenured faculty will normally be
evaluated every seven (five) years, two years before their eligibility for a sabbatical.
Exceptions may be recommended by the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s), with the
approval of the Professional Standards Committee.
While the primary purpose of continued assessment is to promote improved teaching and
professional development, it also assists tenured faculty in the identification of strengths
and correction of any deficiencies. Should the Department Evaluation Committee or the
appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) detect deficiencies which are particularly significant, the
evaluation proceedings may be initiated at any time.
Section 1. Department Evaluation Committee

The faculty member's professional assessment statement plays a primary role in these
seven- year (five-year) evaluations. (As in tenure or promotion review,) The faculty
member creates a (file) professional assessment statement called the Faculty
Development Plan. This plan, with supporting documents goes to the (for) members of
the Department Evaluation Committee to review. The Committee then meets with the
faculty member to discuss the professional assessment statement and writes a brief letter of
evaluation in response to it, noting their developmental assessment of the faculty
member and how the plans fit into the department's goals (points of concurrence or
disagreement). This letter is sent to the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) by April 15 of
the penultimate year before faculty member is eligible for a sabbatical (December 15
of the evaluation year).
Section 2. Evaluations by Deans or Directors

Deans and Directors play a central role in providing on-going encouragement and support
for faculty efforts at professional development.
The Dean(s) or Director(s) meet with the faculty member separately to discuss the
professional assessment statement and the letter of the Department Evaluation Committee.
The Dean(s) or Director(s) then write a brief letter of evaluation, stating points of
concurrence or disagreement. The faculty member receives a copy of this letter by August
15 (December 15) of the evaluation year.

Both letters, along with the Faculty Development Plan (professional assessment
statement), are placed in a file for the faculty member that is kept in the office(s) of the
Dean(s) or Director(s). While a faculty member has a reasonable latitude for changes of
professional direction, this file is then used in decisions about released time, requests for
funding, and merit awards.

Schmalstig opened the discussion by pointing out that this regulation was important
for the upcoming SACS evaluation: SACS requires we evaluate all tenured faculty. We
have the procedure in our by-laws, but have not done this for about twelve years. She gave
a background on the rationale and regulations, that the faculty would do a self-evaluation
every 7 years, in the next-to-last year before sabbatical. This would be given to the
evaluation committee for comment, and then the plan could be kept in the faculty file.
O'Sullivan: I understand the logic, but (1) are there any penalties behind this? (2) Having
seen the amount of time it takes for administrator to write letters now, it seems we are
imposing an additional burden on the dean's time.
Schmalstig: There is no penalty for not doing it.
O'Sullivan: It would be unusual for the faculty to take on this additional burden, and see
no reward.
Norsworthy: I appreciate this step. I don't have any concerns about additional rewards . I
feel that part of the benefit of doing this is to have a systematic way to self-reflect in these
areas and to be able to engage in discussion with out colleagues as we do it. There is a
benefit of continuing our own growth process. This demonstrates a degree of
responsibility to our departments. One benefit would be the availability of release time as
stated in the document.
Griffin: Why was this tied to the sabbatical leave? If someone doesn't write a good report,
then should that person be part of the sabbatical? There should not be an automatic
sabbatical.
Schmalstig: There is a separate concern about having a sabbatical be a right or a reward .
A rationale is that there has to be a cohort to start the procedure. Also, sabbatical seems a
likely time.
Eileen Gregory: Did the committee think about standardization? We are no longer using
departmental criteria. Did you talk about how this might be structured? Was this
discussed?
Schmalstig: The review is not tied to any reward system.
Sharon Carnahan: I want to thank the PSC for working on this. A self-reflection piece is a
good piece. Completing it seems to be the only reward for having sabbatical. The issue
of quality is a whole other thing.

Edge: This is no additional work to what we have to do right now. We have something in
the by-laws right now. We are trying to achieve the proper faculty development. The
current system is more onerous. I think the committee would be open to the faculty
making a statement that Sabbaticals are not a right but a privilege. The issue is, what is the
most developmental, positive approach we can take, especially since we could pair this
with money from the Cornell Grant? This is a professional model, not a business model.
The assumption is that we have a faculty that does a good job, and the assumption is that
we have to make this developmental.
Lancaster: Rollins has had a history of competitive sabbatical. We will be having access
the Cornell Grant by next year. Although our reward system does not seem sufficient at
the time, there will be funds in the future .
Cohen: Is there anyone on the faculty who would blow this off?
Davison: The Dean can respond to individuals based on his reading of the AF AR and their
evaluations. He controls many releases for various activities and he can grant or deny
releases based on performance and activity. If the Dean is not doing this, then people
might be receiving unmeritorious releases. Additionally, if some people are receiving
unmeritorious releases then they have an advantage with regard to productivity that others
do not receive, and all releases should be suspended for a number of years in order to level
the playing field.
Lauer: I move we call the question. The "ayes" carried the motion.
A motion was made to adopt the changes proposed to the current tenured faculty
evaluation.
Blossey: "This can't be voted on because it hasn't been posted for 10 days. " Greenberg
pointed out the rule stated seven days, and the proposal had been posted for the past week.
A suggestion was made to take a sense of the faculty; the result was that there was a
positive response of the faculty to the proposal and that the vote would have to be
postponed if his assertion were correct.

V. Meeting adjourned at 1:45.
Respectfully submitted,
Susan Cohn Lackman, Secretary

agenda for 1/29/04 faculty meeting

Subject: agenda for 1/29/04 faculty meeting
From: Yudit Greenberg <ygreenberg@Rollins.edu>
Date: Thu, 22 Jan 2004 20:55:23 -0500
To: ygreenberg <ygreenberg@Rollins.edu>

A&S Faculty Meeting
Thursday, January 29 1:00*
Galloway Room
(Refreshments)
Agenda
1) Approval of Minutes
2) Announcements
3) PSC Proposal for Review of Tenured Faculty (see attachment)
4) Committee Reports

* note: An all-college faculty meeting will begin promptly at 12:30 and conclude by
1:00

1 of 1

1/25/2004 9:42 AM

January 21, 2004
Professional Standards Committee was charged with working on Review of tenured
faculty and we submit the following for your consideration.

Context for Post-tenure Review
1. We must (re) institute a plan-such a review is in the Bylaws, it is demanded by
SACS, and it is sound educational policy.
2. The policy in the Bylaws stresses the developmental nature of the review, which
should be maintained. The PSC has stuck with this spirit of Article vm, and has
changed the policy to make the process more developmental, and to specify the
procedure in more detail. The two major changes to the current policy are:
a) The review is more self-review, with the main document being selfevaluation.
b) The review is tied to the cycle of sabbaticals, so it takes place every 7
years, rather than 5 (although self-evaluative annual reviews will be
completed on the AF ARs; a year before the review, they will be asked to
fill out several additional questions on the AF AR to deepen this process of
self-evaluation and development).
3. The comprehensive self-evaluation is written by the faculty member and reviewed
by the departmental evaluation committee, which writes a response and sends it to
the Dean, along with the self-evaluation. The self-evaluation contains three parts,
and will typically be at least 6-8 pages long:
a) Introductory self-assessment (a general statement of what the faculty
member brings to the table as a faculty member- special areas of
competence or concern, or things that don't fit into the three categories in
the next section) - this may be a short section.
b) Goals - these form the heart of the paper
(1) teaching self-evaluation and goals
(2) research self-evaluation and goals
(3) service self-evaluation and goals
c) Resources needed to meet the goals
(1) preliminary plans for sabbatical
(2) specific resources needed to accomplish the general goals, and
the goals for the sabbatical
4. This self-evaluation should be attached to the application for sabbatical.
5. To help the faculty in this self-evaluation process, samples of self-evaluations will
be placed on a web-site, as well as a template that lists questions in order to
suggest directions the self-evaluation may take.

Proposed changes to Article VIII, Section F: new words are in bold and words
that would be deleted are (in parenthesis and underlined.)
Article VIII: Faculty Evaluations
F. EVALUATION OF TENURED FACULTY
The Department Evaluation Committees, with the support of the appropriate Dean or
Director, are charged with the responsibilities of encouraging improved teaching and
professional development for all members of the faculty. Tenured :6
·
rmally
be evaluated every seven (five) ye s two ears e ore their eligibilit for a sabbatica
Exceptions may be recommended by the appropnate ean s or Director( s), with the
approval of the Professional Standards Committee.
While the primary purpose of continued assessment is to promote improved teaching and
professional development, it also assists tenured faculty in the identification of strengths
and correction of any deficiencies. Should the Department Evaluation Committee or the
appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) detect deficiencies which are particularly significant,
the evaluation proceedings may be initiated at any time.

Section 1. Department Evaluation Committee
The faculty member's professional assessment statement plays a primary role in these
seven- year (five-year) evaluations. (As in tenure or promotion review,) The faculty
member creates a (file) professional assessment statement called the Faculty
Development Plan. This plan, with supporting documents goes to the (for) members
of the Department Evaluation Committee to review. The Committee then meets with the
faculty member to discuss the profession~} -8/.stis&,ryent statement and writes a brief letter
of evaluation in response to it~theit' Hevlfopmental assessment of the faculty
member and how the plans fltiirto-the department's goals (points of concurrence or
disagreement). This letter is sent to the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) by April 15 of
the penultimate year before faculty member is eligible for a sabbatical (December 15
of the evaluation year).

Section 2. Evaluations by Deans or Directors
Deans and Directors play a central role in providing on-going encouragement and support
for faculty efforts at professional development.
The Dean(s) or Director(s) meet with the faculty member separately to discuss the
professional assessment statement and the letter of the Department Evaluation
Committee. The Dean( s) or Director(s) then write a brief letter of evaluation, stating
points of concurrence or disagreement. The faculty member receives a copy of this letter
by August 15 (December 15) of the evaluation year.

Both letters, along with the Faculty Development Plan (professional assessment
statement), are placed in a file for the faculty member that is kept in the office(s) of the
Dean(s) or Director(s). While a faculty member has a reasonable latitude for changes of
professional direction, this file is then used in decisions about released time, requests for
funding, and merit awards.

The following are suggested questions that tenured faculty could use in preparing their
Development Plan.
Faculty Post-tenure Development Plan

Some of the questions a faculty member may want to address are:
1. Teaching self-evaluation and goals
a. What have been my successes in teaching?
b. What do I still need to work on?
c. What is my teaching philosophy? What things are important to me in my
teaching?
d. Have I team taught with someone, or taught an interdisciplinary course?
e. Have I used some new pedagogical approaches?
f What areas of teaching do I enjoy the most, and how do they fit within the
department's and the college's needs?
g. Have I taught new courses over the last five years? Do I want to teach any
new courses in the future?
h. What have my evaluations told me about my teaching? What have I learned
from them?
1.
What goals do I have for my teaching?

2. Research self-evaluation and goals
a. Where am I in my research agenda? Do I see a pattern to my research?
b. What do I plan to do next in research?
c. Am I pointing in my plans towards using the sabbatical in a helpful way?
d. What has kept me from completing some of the research I had planned to do?
e. Have I published the articles I wanted to (or produced the art, or directed the
play, etc)?
f Have I thought about engaging in the scholarship of teaching?
g. Do I engage in collaborative research with students?
h. How do I connect my research with my teaching?
1.
What are my goals for scholarship?
3. Service self-evaluation and goals
a. What community activities have I been involved in?
b. Which have been most satisfactory for me?
c. What has been my experience with advising?
d. What governance or department committees have I served on?
e. What services have I rendered to my profession?
f What services have I rendered to the local community?
g. What are my goals for citizenship?

F. EVALUATION OF TENURED FACULTY
The Department Evaluation Committees, with the support of the appropriate Dean or
Director, are charged with the responsibilities of encouraging improved teaching and
professional development for all members of the faculty . Tenured faculty will normally
be evaluated every five years. Exceptions may be recommended by the appropriate
Dean(s) or Director(s), with the approval of the Professional Standards Committee.
While the primary purpose of continued assessment is to promote improved teaching and
professional development, it also assists tenured faculty in the identification and
correction of any deficiencies. Should the Department Evaluation Committee or the
appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) detect deficiencies which are particularly significant,
the evaluation proceedings may be initiated at any time.

Section 1. Department Evaluation Committee
The faculty member's professional assessment statement plays a primary role in these
five-year evaluations. As in tenure or promotion review, the faculty member creates a file
for members of the Department Evaluation Committee to review. The Committee then
meets with the faculty member to discuss the professional assessment statement and
writes a brief letter of evaluation in response to it, noting points of concurrence or
disagreement. This letter is sent to the appropriate Dean( s) or Director( s) by December 15
of the evaluation year.

Sectiod 2. Evaluations by Deans or Directors
Deans and Directors play a central role in providing on-going encouragement and support
for faculty efforts at professional development.
The Dean( s) or Director( s) meet with the faculty member separately to discuss the
professional assessment statement and the letter of the Department Evaluation
Committee. The Dean(s) or Director(s) then write a brief letter of evaluation, stating
points of concurrence or disagreement. The faculty member receives a copy of this letter
by December 15 of the evaluation year.
Both letters, along with the professional assessment statement, are placed in a file for the
faculty member that is kept in the office(s) of the Dean(s) or Director(s). While a faculty
member has a reasonable latitude for changes of professional direction, this file is then
used in decisions about released time, requests for funding, and merit awards.

